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ABSTRACT 

Early results from a Montessori’ nursery program 
initiated by Toronto, Canada, in 19.71, to help inner-city children 
prepare for formal education indicate that the mothers' of the 15 
three?- and ;four-4year- old. children were pleased with the program. 
Specifically, they felt that the children had increased ’their verbal 
skills, preparedness for juiiior kindergarten, and social maturity. 
However, not all* mothers ware ^pleased with the increased independence 
shown by some ,of the children/ A study of the childrens " ) 

characteristics, suggested that caution should be .exerted in /- 
extrapolating the findings from other so- called^ disadvantaged 
children to inner-city children in one's own city. Other data hre 
useful but the needs of -a particular population mgpt he carefully 
observe^.., When isolating deficiencies or identity needs, wholesale 
generalizations from superficial measures should not be) made. Precise' 
and- explicit def irltions* should be made for such terms 'as deficient 



L, 



In language, intellectual motivation, .or conceptual ability, 
otherwise, inadequate solutions are “likely#' to result. (JS) 

. •* * • ' *’ 
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The study of any programme makes dgmsCnds on the staff.. 

Administrators must help the researchers yith practical problems of 

f • * 

planning and scheduling; teachers must puffer interruptions of their 

classes and the annoyance of someone else poking thefljp'nose in the' 

door. This research effort was noteworthy, not only for the cooperation 

we received from everyone involved, but also for the enthusiasm with, 

which it was given." " ^ ■ \ . 

' Mr. Carl Head, principal at Sackville Public School, deserves 

special mention for his initiation of the study and his 'encouragement 

at *v^£y point, aio^g the way. The staff of ' Nprth York Montessori did 

everything they could to facilitate our efforts. Mrs. Barbara Zeibots,' 

Academic Supervisor for'North York Montessori, Aljde- and Lee Whitney, of 

th,e Board of Directors, andt krs. Molly Weaver, a Montessori parent, 

: / ' 
discussed the programme with us at the very beginning -and helped in the 

' d * • 

planning. Particular thanks go to Mrs. Pauline Weaver -and Miss Barbara 
Rodrigoe, Montessori teachers, who welcomed us into their -classrooms to 
observe tne children. and discuss ideas. Miss Kathryn Bolton, first grade 
teacher at Sackville Public School, allowed us to do some testing in her 
class. 

r \ 

The research was a cooperative effort between the Research 
•Department of the Toronto Board St Education -and Professor Andrew feiemiller, 
of the Institute of Child -Study. Professor Biemilley’s students administered*^—- 

+ m 9 • 

IQ tests, and observed the behaviour and language" 'of children in the class- 
room. Their data form an important part of this report , although responsibility 
for selecting and interpreting the -data is the author 1 s^. 

The students responsible for this work are Joanne Smith, Dale 
Arbuckle, Carol Page, Diane Fulton,' Graham Anthony, Cathy Brant, and 
Beverly Poitevin. • 

Research help was also given by Dr. Eleandr Long of the Board's 
Student Services. Dr. Long has given us access to data collected at Sackville 
as part o‘f the Ea^JLy Identification Project and provided for the administration 
of IQ ’tests to the Sadkville first graders. * i 

Finally, we must thank the Montessori children themselves who made 
our Job a pleasure. , . 
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THE MONTESSORI PROGRAMME 

v ' 
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' In January of 1971 North York Montessori Nursery .Schools 
began a preschool propramgje at one c of Toronto 1 ’ s inner-city schools,' 

,, • t % . 

Sackville Public School. Fifteen three- and four-year-old children 

t 

from the area attended the programme' for the . six months from January 

* t 

* 

to June. • This programme was a co-operative effort between North^York 
Montessori, which donated a teacher and materials and organized the 
programme and the Board, of Education for the City of Toronto, ^rtiich 
supplied 'and renovated a room in the school. • .* 

In d^cqjnents sent to the Board (August 17, 1970), Barbara 

"Jr * ’ • * - % 

Zeibots, the Montessori Academic Administrator, writes: 

* * * 

The Montessori method of t nursery education has ' 
a special relevance to inner-city work, for it 
was begun as a technique of he^pirig^children in 
• disadvantaged "are as. S 

Maria Montes'sori developed her famous method of Xi 
nursery education while working with disadvantaged . > 
children. One of her firsy projects was in a slum- 
quarter of ‘Rome called San Lorenzo The advantages 
of her method for children from deprived areas can 
r be briefly summed up as follows: • t 

(1) A stress is put on order and independence , on • 

growth in self-confidence- and bn self-worth. 

(2) A stress is .put on thecae ademic , especially on 
oral language for thopevho want it. Every 
effort ip made to cultivate a love for learning 
which will compensate for whatever cultural 
deficiency may exist In the home life. 

Montessori is, in other words, very much a 
Head Start programme. 

*(3) Special apparatus gives the child an opportunity 
to develop all his senses and motor skills. 

There is also a programme o"f trips and visits 
• outside the classroom, designed to extend, the 
Child’s knowledge and to give him experience 
/ of a.. different setting. - 
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(1+) A family grouping of ages helps ; to foster 
social and emotional growth. Practical life 
exercises withi© this grouping help to foster 
cp-operation; the exercises themselves. extend 
the creatiop pf pattern. 



Family grouping could not. be implemented since .the programme included 

}nostly three-year-olds with only one or two fpur-jrear-olds . Ho,wever, 

* 

'all of tSe other Montessori principles' described above were part of - 

the Sackville programme. • * . . 

’ ,1 

• * 'An additional -principle was incorporated into the programme: 

parental involvgment. Mothers pf the children werg encouraged toA 

volunteer as helpers f6r one day each week, and mothers, who - could pot 
" • . '■ 0 
give this much time were invited to attend as many of the regular sessions 
- 

and special events as possible. 1 .'•••' ' 

* ’ ' * ' - 

The outcomes of the many remedial programmes developed for the 
culturally-deprived child have been disappointing. Generally investigators 
look, at a child’s progress on various standardized tests soon after his 

c » . * * 

completion of the programme. Modest- gain§ usually appear. However, 

** y : t 

investigators who - undertake 1 the more significant task of searching •'for 

;P\; ' v ' • ' 

long-term gains are usualJjL-disappointed (Parker, et al. , 1970). Several’ 

l" • * I 

o 

of the more cynical authorities suggest that the short-term effects whiph 

* 4 ' 

have ..been demonstrated are spurioufe, resulting from statistical artifact 

♦ j • * 

or the^ increased test’’ sophistication of the child (Vane & Davis, 1971; 

* © y 

... f . • ,. • 

Bereiter and Engelmann , 1966). 

Some of the most promising # results have come from programmes 

• ’ * f * 

,9 

which involve .parent^, along with their children. ..In one such study 



Susan Gray (1971) compared the intellectual progress of children attending 

* * ‘ 

a preschool whose mothers were eithet* involved or uninvolved in the 

. ‘ it ^ 

programme. 'The involved mothers attended a weekly session in which they 
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were taught to work as assistant teachers. The uninvolyed mothers had 

/ - * / / • 

no formal /contact with the school. At the conclusion of- the 'programme, 

, .'both groups of children performed. equally wel/^on test t of 'intellectual 

* * • • \ ■ / ' r 

ability. / However, the children whose "mothers were involved in the programme 

maintained their level *of performance when retested ^/fter second grade, 9 

while the children whose mothers were uninvolved declined. Furthermore , , 

benefits of the programme extended to the younger brothers and sisters 

of the/ children with’ involved mothers eveiyfchough "^hey themselves did not 

attend the preschool. These younger children of 'involved mothers tested . 

- * K 

higher than the younger children of uninvolved mothers’. v, 

/ c , ’ ’ V 

• Another progratame with parent participation also produced 

• . • . t» 

dramatic and long-term growth in disadvantaged children. In the Milwaukee * ^ 

* « f • 
Project (Strickland, 19Tl) both mothers and their childfan attended an (/ , 

• - f * <*►'* 

instructional programme for a full day, five days a week, frojj^ the infant's 

, ** * , • t 

third month* until his fifth year. The children q hosen for the programme . ^ 

had mothers whose I.Q. itested atr 'JO. or below. T^ie goal of the programme^ ' 

. . ’ • J . ” V ' y 

was to prevent these .enildren from suffering the progressive intellectual 

j, 

decline that the children of such parents usually undergo during their 

childhood. To the surprise oV all involved, however, not only did the 

. ^ 

* „ . > 

children involved in the - programme not show a decline in intellectual 

. . . ■ • 

functioning, but. at three and a’ half years of age they gave a performance 

A t 

on a variety of atests that was superior to norms for their age generally. . 

I v 

v Both Susan Gray's project and the Milwaukee Project were 

• vi- , • ... 

characterized, in addition to parental participation, by the long-term 

• » ■ - t \ 

nature of the programme . The former lasted two and one-half years , and 

) 

the latter four years. Thi^ cautions us against ekpecting dramatic benefit 
from a Montessori programme which was much more modest in both these respects.' 
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'An additional factor working against the demonstration of benefits from 



the programme wa's" the small ^nhmber of children involved. 

# i 

Nevertheless we felt it was worthwhile to try and document 

• V * 

the effects of this experiment, brief and iimited though it was. Such 

\ • 

.aerogramme i£ new in the City of Toronto, and is likely .to prepare th^ 

4 . * 

way for others. Sort* indication of its success should be useful to 



other preschool planners. Also useful to future planners in Toronto. would 



be some idea of the particular nedds of our children. Accordingly the 



research was designed with two goals: to-=des6ribe the needs of th^ children 



and to document any benefits they received from the Montessori programme. 



0 ■ jr 

The study was planned as a j'co-operative venture between 



Professor Andrew Biemiller of the Institute for Child Study and the 



Muc 



Research Departnf^nt of the Board of Iducation, 
\ 
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THE NEEDS DF THE CHILDREN 



It is unnecessary to elaborate on the educational handicaps 



• • • • y 

of inner-city children. A study conducted for theyBokrd within the 
City of Toronto just last year (Wright, 1970) showed that the lower the 



occupational category of a student's family, the less likely he is to 
be fpuncT in a four- or five-year’ secondary, programme-, the more likely 



he is to be placed in a special class in public school and a special 

/ 



vocational* or special high school programme in' secondary school , and 

I 0 ' 

the more, likely he is to be placed one or more years behind his age-m^tes 



throughout h'is entire school, history.' 






Many psychological investigations have* attempted to discqver 



the reasons for the educational failure of these children..- Most studies 



emphasize deficiencies in language development. The§e range over the 






entire arfena of measures, from the amount of vodalization in thirl ^en- 






f' 



y ^ tith-old infants to the length ofysentdnces and vocabulary size of first 
graders. (For a concise summary of this literature see "Language Development 



CO 

00 

10 



in Socially Disadvantaged Children" by Jane -Beasley Ralph ,,/ih Review of 
Educational Research , 1965 35 ,'pp. 389-^00)% .. 

The’se findings however have not gone unchallenged. Studies by , 

linguists tend to emphasize the .relativity of language. Lower-class speech & 

< < , ■ ' ■ * < . * 

is not inferior, tjiejr say, it is just different frbm the speech o^fthe 






middle class, just as Parisian and Quebec French axe different. . ^ 

k 



m 



4$ne proponent of^this view is Susan Houston (1970). She believes 

that the inner-city child is disadvantaged .only in the SQhool testing 

■* • » * 

V * # * ’ * * 
situation where he must speak a language which is different from the r speegj* 



ERIC 












/ 



/N 



% 



' j 
4 % 



~\ V 



s ; # 



* . 



' p 



\ •. 



^ \ 



6 - 






A. - 



of his home find his community. From her ojra investigations conducted 
in natural^ .situations , Houston ^ concludes ^hat .the noft-school language 



of lower-class children is 'as rich art d complex as any she has ever 
encountered. 1 



/ 



William Labov (19^9) has a ■similar criticism of research on 



the disadvantaged, ^e contends that the lower-class child performs 
-PQorly on language tests because he is unfamiliar with the testing 






M • 



situation and the middle-class researcher, both of which are foreign t 
* , 1 
his way of life. .... 

0 

' \ \ . 

Both Houston's and Latov's criticisms are valid. A perusal # 

of the research reported in Ra'lph's summary article on the language 
... - „ 

»3f"%he disadvantaged reveals that the children wer^- almost always 



/ 



assessed in some sort of formal testing situation. 

' 



The* research project at the Sackville Montessori programme 



included 'a $tudy of language development. # However^ the students from 

t ■ * • * 

the Iheftitifte for Child>Study who did the assessment tried a more 

. t * 

natural techniq.ua. Instead of administering a- test or epndi^cting a 
standard interview, each child *^as obj^rved**for hour of normal v 
nursery &c3>opl * activity » and his lariguage production recorded. / Most 

- ■ * w 

studies, of language development— assess both language production and* 

comprehension. That this study o^ly investigated ^JrC&uction is a 
* « 

limitation. However, disadvantaged children show greater retardation 
* , * „ 

"ijft production than irj 1 comprehension, so that the maturity of their 

* 1 • '* a . * 

language production^ a fairly adequate . indicator of th&ir overall level 
of functioning (Pasamani - ck*& Knohloch, 1955 reported iif^Ralph, 1965 ) . * 






-O' • 



\ 



•This 



^ « * - . • 

~stuc[y'''oi^ language at Sackville supports t^ie contention of 
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Houston and Labov that this -area of research needs to be prf-evaluated. 

'A , < P 

• t * 

The language of children from iSackvi lie was recorded an£ compared with • 
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the language of* children pf the same, age from, a priv'ate Moirtessori 

. ' . J ‘ ' • . ' - \ ‘-.y 

school servirtg middle-incomh parents .in the nprthem '^art of the * 

.. 1 1 ♦ *! 4 ■ 



City. 



“ o 



Art 
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The results -^hoy that the downtown c^ildrert -'ta'lkj^d.' much 



y 






mofceN than the tfptown children; they produced about- £0 p^r-.ceftt more 



spoken words in their language sample than did the uptown '(children T 






Thebe were no differences in the size of vocabulary used by children in 



* \ • * 

the two groups, giving no evidence of qualitative'differences in their 

: „ S " 

speech. Thus we cannot make a blanket statement that one .group of t 



•» > 

children is more proficient in language production than the other. 

» * * * 

• There yere differences however in language ■psage which ver^ 



J\ 



very evident to^ anyone merely walking into" the two classrooms. ’Upon ’ 



. c 



entering the Sackville classroom, a visitor^ would sodn.be surrounded" apd 



pulled in aj.1 directions ’by different -chi l'dr erf y ant i ng him to watch what 



they were, doijig. It was, very difficult to work with-, any one child 



because other children -would' constantly .be trying "to engage the visitor 
• ■ — > • * • 



'in'-conversation. When this' researcher* asked individual children' to 

.» . 1 » 



accompany her outside the classroom in order to be tested, most were 



- 



%’es&«tr y to comply. And the testirig itself wafe frequently accompanied by 
Shatter and conversation. ! 






•j.' o. Thesame’ visitor could very .likely spend the entire morning j 



.With th^ uptown, group without "h'eing approached by a sffTgle ch i l'dT^Wh en * 

• . A, V . * _ . 

% * . 

asked bp accompany \he ^researcher for the. testing, although agreement was 
* * * 4 * * ,, , 6\ 

- eventually ^elicited, it was less than enthusiastic „ and often obtained oilly 
^ after repeated requests. v j * 



'A 



V. 

'i 
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V Analysis, of children 4 s language during the formal observation 



. • ». , 

period confirms tAiese general impressions. The data show' that the Sackville 

V * l y ’ » 

children asked more questions than did the other children, particularly 
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questions directed 'to ther teacher. The uptown- children directed a total 



L 



of 15 questions to other children during this period while the Jjlackville* 

‘ • ‘ ' • 

children asked 20. Although the Sackville children asked more, the 

• » * % # ’ - 

difference 'here is only 5. questions. However whij.e \he uptown children. . 

; • , ’ - * ' - , . ■ • • 

direct e,jl only 10 .quest ions 'to the teacher,’ the Sackville;. children asked. 27', 

% * * * ' * *- 
a*difference of 17. ' 

• Further analysis shows* a more general difference in' language use.* 

The uptown children spent somewhat ‘more time; than the downtown children * 



j # ^ . i * 

talking to themselves: , 775 ’words compared to only 284. -However an even 

. / V - 



larger difference is found in the number of wqrd's directed to ottiers. The ‘ 



uptown .children produced 689 words in ^his- category; the downtown children 

. * V. s x 

♦produced about 1922, enough to- compensate for’their deficit in • gelf-dir^cted 



-- 1 



words and tq* raise their totai word production to a level 50 per cent higher 



than* the production of the uptown children (see Table l). 

• . ' ' • b 



TABLfe 1 



TOTAL NUMBER OF WORDSPRODUCFD BY SEVEN UPTOWN *AND , 

1<& SEVEN DOWNTOWN CHILDREN DURING A QNE-HOUR OBSERVATION- PERIOD 




Number of Words • 

o - 

i 



Uptown 
“Children 



Downtown . 
Children - 



Directed to .aelf 



Directed - tq others 



775 

68 ^ 



.284 

1922 



TOTAL 



1464 



2206 
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Thus in terms of the -limited analysis that was done, language 



i*j* the £wo-groups seems equally well .developed from the linguistic point - 
of view alone. But ^among, the Sackville children, language is more often**- 

i , ’ ' 

used to initiate and sustain. contact with adults. 

Other evidence supports the view that. desire' for adult contact 
dominates the behaviour of- these children. The Sackville children 



-) 



requested more help and' praise. They engaged more frequently in activities 

o t 

with the teacher. Since there Was no difference in the frequency with j • 



which the- two groups played with other children, we cannot ascribe these 



/ 



differences to a generally greater sociability on the part of the Sackville 



V" 



group. 

More study is needed before we can say with certainty, that this 

. « A 

group of downtown children does not have a, language deficit. Nevertheless 
these findings raise ah. important issue: namely the' need to be clear 

about the distinction between language itself and behaviour which is 
manifested through language. 

f 

• If we took the language sample at face yalue, we would have to 

a % r 

conclude that the downtown group was more advanced since they talked more. 



Similar statistics are often used to prove that downtown children are 



retarded since in most test situations they talk less. - ' 

There are two common mistakes in research of this type. Some 

investigators notice a difference in speech and assume it indicates a 

■ ( V 

difference in thought. Researchers often note that downtown children talk 

in shorter or less complex sentences and infer from this that their thoughts 

- * . 

are less complex. The most noted advocate of this line of reasoning' is 
Basil Bernstein (i960). Other researchers notice a difference' in_thought and - 
assume it is caused by a, difference in speech which can be remedied by language 

* > 1 • . 

training, Noted advocates. ..of this gener.al position are Bereiter and Engelmahn 

/■ ’• ; /'V: ; 

( 1966)4 ; -1 : 
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This is not to say that language and thought are not intimately 

» ’ * 

related, because their tie is yery cloiie indeed#. Language -is no less than 
the 'primary vehicle for the (communication of thought^ from one person to 



i 



CD 



another. A child' who cannot use language will need to learn primarily by' 



r 



trial ui>d! ea^ror since he is unable to learn from the communicated eiperienc^ 
of others. * •’'* 

X . 

*•' J *• rfijS #, 

Nevertheless'-language- and thought remain distinct. Both 



Bernstein and Bereiter can be criticized for making simplistic^ inferences 



/ 



from the characteristics f pt one to the other (Labov, 1969) . Certainly we 
.can learn a- great deal about thought by attending* to what a person says* 
and we can. influence what; a person will say be teaching him a different 
way of thinking. „ But superficial characteristics of speech must not be 



confused with .the th ought s- they represent. 

6 <• -r ' 



/“The disadvantaged children at Sackville were shown to be deficient 



\ 



in a particular area, of thotight , * although not through a study of their 

„ . , r 

' ‘ . . • 

language. The test that was used differs in several important respects 



important respectt 
from measures u^tally used to as sess'' intellectual ability. 

V 

One of the problems in testing intellectual capacity is the 
biasing effect. of past opportunities for learning. An intelligence test 
which asks for specific items of information will place at a disadvantage 






those children who have not had the opportunity to learn those particular 



facts, although they may have a wealth of. other information at their 
fingertips. / ' - _ ’ 

A test of learning ability was devised which did not rely at all - 
on previously accumulated knowledge. The test was also designed to be 
independent of the ability to use language. This test is relatively culture 
fr‘ee and language free. 



w .' 
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The test is a paired-associate learning task' in wh^ch children 

. ■ 1 ' ’ V ' - 

are asked to learn an association between several pairs of items, The 

children were ssated at a desk With three cups in -front of them; the cups 

. • ' . . - . \ • 

varied in position, size, and colour. The v , tester alternately showed the 

. * ‘ 

children three- ^different stimuli,, f6r example, pictures of a flower, a 

. U m 

house, and an apple. Each stimulus was arbitrarily assigned to one of the 

« 

cups by the tester. After viewing etfch stimulus the child was asked to 
guess which -cup it was, assigned to. He indicated his guess by depositing 
a bean in th^Srnp. He was then told whether or not his*gUess was correct, 

. and the next stimulus was presented. Although initially the child can’ 

‘have no idea of, the ^orreet response, he should be able to learn the pairs 
after a. number of jwials. . 

Each -child is in the same predicament.. None can have any knowledge 

of the- pairings before starting the test. Each child’s performance depends 

0 

only on his ability to learn new information, not on what he has learned 
previously. ' Similar tests have been 'used by Arthur Jensen at -the University 
of California, Berkeley to differentiate between children who are low in 
native intelligence and those wl are merely disadvantaged (Jensen, i960). 

Overall the Sackville children took longer to learn the pairs 
than did the uptown children. Moreover their pattern of learning was 
different throughout the task. 

The task was actually Bomewhat more complex than described above. 

■ J' 

The children were in fact presented with the same task three times, each 
time with a different set of stimuli. The three sets were: pictures of 

three familiar objects, toy models of three familiar objects, and the names 
of three familiar objects spoken aloud. All children were presented with 
the pictures first for practice, and then either the models followed by the 






f 



words or vice versa. 
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V X ' ■ / 

Both groups oFXjchildren par f owned about equally well on the 

• *>» /-• 

picture -pfW^ice stimuli V The^Sackvi 1 je children -were somewhat slower 

' ' # * 'V i 7* _ t ;• V- 

hut the di f f erenc ^'ita n ot large V- average of 1*3 trials tq lea 
’ ’ ' / ' . ’-s'* 

pairs- as opposed to only M^Vvial^i f>n the second stimulus set the 

° ' ^ Vf ; • 

performance of the Uptown children improved to where only 26 trials* were 
required for lekming , while the tuufbjr of trials required by ' the downtown 

■ » y *. - •> ^ * 

children declined only 6 to 3 1 * trial's . rQn the thirdset of stimuli the 
trials required hy the uptown children declined an. additional 6 ''•trial's to 

•_ * J • " 

20. However, the trials required by the downtown children actually increased 
to 36 trials. , As can he seen from* Table 2, the performance of the uptown 
children continued to improve throughout the task, while the performance of 






the Sackville children did not. 

V 
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i TABLE 2 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF TRiIlS REQUIRED TO LEARN ^ 
A TASK BY ..UPTOWN ANI} DOWNTOWN CHILDREN 
FOR THREE DIFFERENT SETS- OF STIMULI 



Stimulus 

Set 


' Uptdwn 

Children . .. 


■ 

Downtown . 

Children /' 


1 w ' ■ 


s 

4o 




h3 : , * - ' 

47 


2 


26 


i 


3b 


3 


o 20 




36 
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- *0 
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. / 


5\ ' 


■ 1 

** 
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~\ 
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■*-> ' / 

1 • 

+ 

£ * 
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„ What can account for tills result? Some -observations on the 

‘ . 

behaviour of the children might help. Jirst of all, all' of the children — 
uptown and downtown — disliked the task. Since the 'task- waa carefully ' 
designed to be culture free, it was not related to" anything they were ; 

interested/lnff An attempt was made to compensate for this by giving the 

• ■ \ 

children 'a-plece of candy every time they guessed correctly. Nevertheless 

the children found the task difficult and boring. However the two groups 

of children reacted differently to this situation, 

* 1 4 

The uptown children continued to work at the disagreeable t.ask. 

They sat quietly in thei^ chairs and concentrated. The Sackville children 

> 

on the other hand, were restless, their attention constantly wandered to 

* ' : ■ * 

cither objects in the room. Many of t^hem tried to engage the tester in ' ** 
conversation. This was one situation' in which the downtown children were 

'a 

very verbal in contrast to the uptown group, but their use of language 

t • 

actually interfered v^h intellectual performiuace. 

These observations agree, for the most part, wit)i the formal 

• 4 

behaviour assessment done by students from the ^Institute for. Child Study. 

One- of the observations they made was the number of ^Lmes that the children 
either briefly wandered away from a task they were working on or were briefly 
distracted by some other activitys The Sackville children wandered and were 

t p ‘ # 

distracted more often. The Sackville children also spent less time overall 

* 

on each activity. They changed activities more frequently, going from one 

% ♦ 

to the other. 

These differences indicate a difference in attention span between 
the two groups which, as resume from the learning test show,, can have sig- 
nificant effects on learning. A short attention span is. often noted in the 



research literature as. a characteristic of disadvantage^ children. 
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However it is important to note that' other indices compiled from 
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the formal observations indicate that the tiptown children were more distractable . 
7 , ' V ‘ 

This inconsistency in the data is due to the fact that the sample was very 



small and individual differences were very large. 



J 



eCc 



Perhaps the conclusion that should be drawn from these data is 



that differences in attention span have been overemphasized. It is posgible 

that what really distinguishes different socio-economic groups is ndt 

. ' V S; 

attention span per se , but the tasks that they are willing to attend to. 

It is important to note in this regard that the indices of attention 
span compiled from the formal observation period were collected during - 

' . i • 

sessions in which the childreft were free to do whatever they wanted. The 

more clear-out case. of the downtown children being more .distractable occuri-ed 

■ * ■’ ' • 

- , ^ *> 

in the ^ighly structured paired associate, learning test.' 



4 



This--does not mean that the distractability noted during those 

sessions should be discounted. ..Much of what children must do in school, 

m * 

particularly during the early grades, involves learning arbitrary associations — 

• • ft 

between sounds arid symbols for ' example . 

* Regardless of whether differences in attention span are, individual or 

■ . f . 



task-specific, there are steps the classroom teacher can take to deal with 
them. She can' try and structure her class work around activities that interest 
the children. She can minimize extractions in the room, especially noise 
distractions. She can attempt to maintain attention by working wi ' children 
individually or by her style, of interacting with the class. An example of the 

effect of different teaching styles occurred* during the learning task where 

* * • . 

ait was found that the Sackville children did best when presented with the 
verbal stimuli followed by the toy models, as opposed to the reverse sequencing!^ 
Perhaps this is because words fall on the ear even when the head is burned in 

* . ■'* ■ , r 

another direction, whereas objects are seen only when directly attended' to. 
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BENEFITS OF THE PROGRAMME 



/ 



Previous research has shown that disadvantaged children given 
MonWssori training will score higher on various tests of cognitive 

. ■ *"* ' ■ *. t 

ability and achievement them similar children without such training. 

K 

t 

#» o * , 

The gains shown by Montessori-trained children compare favourably 

i 

with those shown by children' in traditional, early education programmes, 
but are somewhat lower than those* achieved by some of the newer structured 
programmes which have a strong 'Cognitive emphasis. . However there is some 

# V » % > 

^ '\ . 

evidence that the Montessori groups continue to show gains over a longer 

• • * * • 

period than do groups from other prog^ikmmep . This finding is vei 

/ 

important, if further substantiated,, since very few ^attempts at 

■ r 

education have produced long-term results,. It is important to note 

^ v “ V * • . 

; \ 

that middle-class children showed? fewer gains with any programme, whereas 

» • 

all programmes showed at least short-term gains with disadvantaged children. 
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(For a review of research on Montessori training, see Miezitis, 1971.) ^ 

For the first pax^ of our assessment of the effects' of Montessori 

. * i 

training, the mothers of the children attending the Sackville programme 

were Interviewed. Twelve of the fourteen mothers were contacted. 

6 % » * ■ 

In general, their comments about the programme were 4 overwhelmingly 

favourable. They seemed genuinely enthusiastic about the benefits theiij / 
children had received from attending the -Montessori 4 Nursery School. All of 
the mothers fiigreed that they would send their othe* children to nursery \ 

* s , 

school if the opportunity were available. Most of the mothers were unable 

'ito think of features of the school that they disliked, nor were most able 

* * * 
to suggest improvements to the programme even when specifically asked. Four 

% 

of the mothers did suggest' improvements, but these were all in the nature of 



! l- 



V 







mothers suggested increased parental involvment; one mother felt mdre • 
equipment was needed, .and^one wanted more- professional staff. 

» . • ‘ y • 

All of the mothers said that their child enjoyed attending the 

■ A * ■- . : • - 

preschool. • A few children disliked going initially, hut even these’ enjoyed 

\ 

sehpol after they got used to it. Mos^ of the mothers spontaneously added 

.. •„ . • \ *\ 

that thei_* fehild was very -yihappy or upset when he was unahle to attend 

. t 

because of illness or. when the programme ended in June. ^ .* v 



’ One "of’ the goals of the Mont ess or i programme was to involve % the 
mothers in the activities as much as pobsible. All but^bwoof the mothers * 
visited the classroom at least- once during the period fr.om January to June', 
and" four of the twelve mothers were regular helpers on a-, weekly hasi_s. 
Consequently they were fairly familiar with the programme. All of the \ 

mothers, when asked about th,e programme, named at. least' three activities 

. , • ' k - ■■ 

that the children engaged in. However the activities they named were very 

specific, like "painting," "taking trips," "washing dishes." Even when • 

t 

specifically asked whether the school was designed to teach the children 

there was little awareness of the general nature or purpose of .the programme. 

» » \ ’ 
The mothers were aware, however, of general effects that the.v 

* „ 

programme\had on their children. . ' 

Most frequently mentioned (5 mothers) was the general preparation 
• . . • * 

for, school that the programme provided. 

“ /' ) 

9 

„ ' * 

"She learned how to v go and come to school for 
Junior Kindergarten." t ' 



, "She’ll know what to do (in Kindergarten)." * 

"...know that school is for learning." ' 

These mothers felt that their child was better prepared to enter .tiie regular • 
v 

classroom because he had developed proper attitudes toward learning or had 







-i 
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% 



become familiar with school routine. 
* 
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••The .mothers also frequently mentioned, specific 'skills that the 
children had learned, such as math skilly , songs and games, and cleanliness 
( 6. mothers ) . Four mothers also mentioned an 'increase in general verhal 



skills. 



■ v 



"She talks to me about school. ..she asked me questions." . 

^ • / ' * ' \ . 
"(child)'was very slotf to talk, couldn't talk plain. Bh\ 

' • improved .witjiin three weeks . " . f ^ 

' "She talks moi’e , tells us things." 

. . ' I ;■.*■. . . • ' 

n . .’’Encouraging the development of verbal skills is certainly one of 

' . ' , • 

the goals of any pfeschool programme. It seems tjiat $he Sackville Montessori 

* * 1 
had some* success in .this area; • • , • 

r . * • ’ # 

.Another effect the moth^rs^ noted was changes in the social behaviour 
of >the children (10 mothers).' Five mothers npted the development of improved 

pe^er relationships. . ■ * 

\ *' 

"He learned how to play with other children." • ’ ' 



/ 



• if 



She associates mor^*with other children than , 
she did before."' 

She didn't mix with kids much. She does much . 

oore now." ■» 

• * <k : c 

, * t . \ ' 

Four mothers felt that their children were generally; “better 

t ' 

■> » i> * ** 

• • * , 

behaved or more, mature as a result* of attending the preschool." But there^ 

/ . ■ .. ’ ” 
was also mention of a behaviour change which was not completely welcome — > 

\i • « • * • 

* 

* ■ 

increased independence. ChildrStt-were .described rfs:' 

* 1 

"...a little more stubborn." 6 

c ' 

"...will also stick up for her own rights npw." ' • 

\ ’ 

D _ • " » 

- "V7. (will) stick up' for herself. Nevei? took out 

her anger before." 

\ . S* ' 

t ' 

. " ■ . • ' \ 

".. .slaucier. . .learned to fight .back. . ..stick up for 
self . . ,couldn*t run to -mommy. " - 
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. The mothers seemed ambivalent about this trait. One mother seemed to sum 



up the feelings of 



th gr 



group when she said: r 



"...will also stick<iip for her own rights now. 
I guess that’s good in a way." 



In general it seems valics to-say that the mothers approved of 
* 

the increased independence .of their children when it was turned outward 
\ s> * • ■ . 

toward others but not when It was turned toward themselves. Although it 

• \ • 

is a good thing to have a child who sticks up for himself in front of 



other- children, it is not good if he behaves in this way toward his mother. 

‘ v . ‘ ' V 



Growth- in independence is one of the goals of Montessori training. 



It is orf such basic learning skills that Montessori^ training seems to have 
an advantage over other programmes (Miezitis, 197l) • However, here we 



an aavanta, 
have' the^> 



ossibility that a goal of* the progranm>e is at odds with the 



of children in the programme. Unfortunately this may not be possible due 



/f 






desires of the parents. It would be unwarranted to say that this has indeed 
^ . * % 

occurred here on 'the basis of comments elicited frcipi a few interviews . .But , 

1 * I 

the general issue of possible conflict between the goals of the professional 

■ . • • ’ ’ ^ ‘ ’ 

educator and the goals of parents is one that must be seriously considered 

^ ^ . . 

in any attempt to engage in the education of children who are culturally 

■ ’ . j 

different. • 

•‘-y *■ - 

..The Research Department- 1 s hoping to conduct a long-term follow-up 



•to the disasterous. effects of tuny attrition in such a small sample. However, 

‘every attempt will be made to follow the progress of students who remai^ 

within the Toronto educational system. 

Follow-up is planned to the end of first grade. ' This is the 

*» • \ . ■ 

9 

time at which children begin to make noticeable progress in the fprmal school 
'subjects c^rfeading and mathematics. Most of the mothers interviewed felt 






t^at'the" teaching 'Vf fundamental/ skills is the main task of the schools. 

- i "' v- • . - . .« • 
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Another reason for postponing assessment to this date is that the typical 
pattern of research on preschool programmes is to find beneficial effects 

a * 

* 

immediately upon completion of the programme or at the beginning of the 

• • . r 

next school year, but to fail to find benefits , that persist over longer 

■ * * . 

intervals. 

Three types of follow-up are planned. First is teacher ratings 

- 

of the educational attainment of children in the Sackville Montessori - 

programme compared with children from arsimilar background who did not 

* 1 

« * .£•» ’ - . 

attend such a programme. 



Second is comparison of these two gjapups of children on a 
standardized intelligence test. We will also be able to chart the 
intellectual growth of the Montfl^ajlri children since I.Q. tests were 
administered during their Montessori year. A look at the scores on this 
test, which is the Stanford Binet, shows that the children tes ted 'cl ose 
to average with a mean score of 98.5 (see Table 3). - 

The third follow-up is an assessment of attitudes toward 

t 1 

education. Information on attitudes was collected from the 1970-1971 
first grade class at Sackville, and comparison data will be collected from 

. *- iu * 

the Montessori group when i.t reaches first grade. 

% V * * 

I 

These three long-term measures will assess the effects of the 
Montessori programme in three different areas: school achievement, general ‘ 

intelligence, and educational attitudes. 
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^ TAB^E 3 * . 

STAMFoHEiNET (FORM t-M) I.Q. SCORES 
FOR SACKVILLE MOHTESSORI STUDEETS * 

1 MARCH 1971 " \ 



■a 



* I.Q. score unavailable for one girl. 







?. 






( 



s 

• * 


• 


. w 


Girls . - l 


Boys . 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 



Fifteen thr.ee- and- four-y earmold children from the arpa served 



by Sackville Public School attended a Montessori Nursery programme from 

A 

January to June of 1971. This represents, a new venture in the City of 



a 

Toronto in helping inner-city children prepare for formal education 

* i ■■ • 






Although the planned assessment of the results of the pro- 

• ‘ ; . ‘ • W 

gramme is a long-term project that will not '"be completed until th<e, 
children finish' first grade, we already havfejfcome information about 
the - .operation of the prograamfe. * : ' . ... 






The mothers of the children .attending the Montessori, programme 



were very pleased with the programme. They felt that the children had 
benefited in various ways from attending: increased verbal skills, 






preparedness for Junior Kindergarten, and* social maturity; However, 

" ‘ * , v*** V j ;■ 

there was also the suggestion that not all the effects of the programme 

* I 

• . . 

were welcomed. Several mothers noted an increased independence* in their 
child which was not always enthusiatically received. ’ . * ’ ' ■ 



A study of the characteristics of the children' themselves 



\ 



indicates t^at we must be careful in extrapolating the findings about 

I 1 ' 

other so-called disadvantaged children to inner-city children tc our own 



city. Although the research ^rhich has been conducted in other areas is 



. ' 



certainly useful, we. must carefully observe the needs of our own particular 

t 

population* 

/ . ’ 

■ v ** \ . 

And when we isolate deficiences or identify needs , we must be 1 

■ < 

careful not to make whojLes^ale 'generalizations from superficial measures.* 

Whfen we\say that a child is deficient in language or intellectual motivation, 



■U i 



I .\4 



s 



or conceptual abilirty , we must be very clear a^out exactly what we mean by 



■** 



Mr* /N «• n 1 4 m a 
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